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EXHIBIT 1 



National Emergency Number Association 
The voice of9-1-1 

November 4,2005 

Honorable Kevin J. Martin 
Chairman 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S. W. 

Washington, D.C. 20554 
 ROO^ -rw B-204 

RE: WC Docket Nos. 04-36, 05-1 96, ex parte communication 
Pursuant to Section 1.1206 of the Rules 

Dear Chairman Martin: 

As you know, the National Emergency Number Association (“NENA”) asked in August’ for the 
appointment of a Routing Number Administrator (“RNA’’) in furtherance of the Cornrnissim7s 
VoTP E9- t -1 Order, FCC 05-1 9 6, released June 3, 2005. Accordingly, NENA si~pports the 
AI1 iance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (ATIS) request, on behalf of i ts Emergency 
Serviccs Interconnection Forum (ESIF), asking the Federal Communications Commission 
(Commission) to quickly approve the North American Numbering Council’s (NANC) 
recommendations regarding the establishment of an Interim pseudo-Automatic Number 
Identification (phNI) Routing Number Administrator and the associated interim guidelines. 

In addition to the points made in the ESIF filing, along with past NENA and other entities’ 
filings, there are two additional important points to consider. 

First, regardless ofa  VoIP provider’s regulatory status, for non-dialable pANIs to be used, there 
must be an administrator, be it a state, a coordinating telecominunications company, or other 
entity. Outside of SBC and Verizon territory where either serves as the 9-1 -1 system service 
provider, along with a few regiondstate administrations, there is no such administrator. 

In order to provide E9-1-1 service today and prior to the November 28 deadline, VoIP providers 
are forced to use dialable pANIs. Because these have technical and operational shortcomings, 
there will need to be a future conversion to non-diatable pANIs. 

Second, this fi ture conversion will include additional costs to PSAPs, mainly in the necessary 
testing required to ensure the conversions all work correctly. Minimizing the use of dialable 
pANLs by having non-dialable pANIs available through an interim administrator will help reduce 
these conversion casts to the PSAPs. 



Thank you for consideration of this important matter. 

Sincerely, 

David F. Jones, ENP 
President 

cc: Thomas Navin, Michelle Carey, Jessica Rosenworcel, Scott Bergman, Russ Hanser 
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September 19,2005 

V h  Electronic Filing 

National Emergency Number Association 
4350 North Fairfax Drive 
Suite 750 
h h @ Q n ,  Y A 22203- 1695 

Re: i2 Standard: Comments of Vonage America Inc. 

Dear SirlRIZadm: 

Vonage America Inc. (“Vonage”) submits these comments to the National Emergency 
Number Association (‘WEKA’’) in response to NENA’s prop~scd i2 Standard and request I‘or 
comments. M’hile Vonage strongly supports NENA’s efforts to devdlop the i 2  Standard, Vonage 
notes that since the time that constructtion ofthe i2 Standasd was originally conceiv~l, events 
have o c c u ~ c d  that necessaily affect the dcpployment of E9-I-t services. Vonage submits thai 
those c h g e s  hwe had a fundamental impact on the assumptions upon which the i2 Staxlard 
was based. As a result, Vonage submits that modifications to the i2 Standard are necessary to 
bring the Standard into line with rcccnt events and current law. 

When NENA, Vonage and others first came together to create and construct the i2 
Standard for Voice over Internet Protocol f4VoLp”), issumce ofthe 12 Standard was expected to 
be completed by early 2005. Since that time, circumstances have changed signifificmtly. On 
June 3: 2005, the FCC issued its V d f  E9-1-1 Order’ (‘Wdm’’) that imposed significant 
obligations and requirements intmconnected VolP service providers. The Order imposed E9- 
1-1 obligations only on VoIP sewice providers (“VSPs”) md did not impose any obligations on 
incumbent local exchange carriers C’ILECs”), VoLP Position Centers (TPCs”) or Public Safety 
hnsivering Points (“PSAPs”), At the same time, changes have nccumed not only in terms of the 
capabilities and economics of VSPs, but also with respect to ILEC commitments to support VoP  
E9-1- 1 and the roles af the WCs. 

In the absmcc of a finalized i2 Standard, and given h e  release of the Order, which 
requires the deployment VoTP E9-1-1 under extraordinarily ti@t timefrmes, Vonage has moved 
swiftly to develop new products, methods and processes in order to wnstruc~ 8 ~ i e w  nationwide 

t IP-hahled Swilics, E911 Reqtaii-emmts for LP-EmBkd Service Provfdm, Flrst k p n r l  and Order and 
Notic? of Pmpased Rulemaking. FCC 05-1 16 (rel. June 3, ZOOS) {the “Order”). 
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E9-1-1 s d u ~ o n .  Vonage submits that its present Vo?P E?- 1- I solution meets the spirit (if not the 
letter) of NEXrZ’s ~ ~ O P O S ~  i2 S € d ~ d .  

Nonetheless Vonagc rndntains, based on its experience in working to deploy its E9-1-1 
solution, that changes to the iZ Standard are wmmted in several areas. First, the i2 Standard 
assumes that those deploying the E9-1-1 solution will have ready access to the inputs they 
Teequire to complete that task on reasonable rates, terns mnd conditions. In practjce, that 
assumption has not been pmvm univmafly accurate, Second, in 50me instances, the roles set 
forth under the i2 Standard &odd be made mme flexible to allow for the diverse solutians that 
VSPs may deploy. Third, s ~ m e  portions of the i2 Standard awe potmthlly inconpent with the 
existing regulatory environment and the Rules of the Federal Communications Commission 
(I‘FCC”). Vonase encourages NENA to work closely with the FCC to prevent iaconsistency 
between the FCC’s Teqeirements and the i2 Standard. Finally, Vvnagc recommends that NENA 
implement a limited number of tcchnicaI changes which are discussed in greater detail in the 
attached Exhibit. Each of these recommendations is discussed in greater detail below. 

I. E9-1-1 Resonace Availability 

The i2 Standad as &&ed includes the encompassing and implicit assuniption that a13 
E9- 1-1 system service providers will work closely together and that all system service providers 
can and will promptly supply the necessary elements required to deploy an EO-! -1 system upon 
reasonable rates, terms and conditions. ‘While Vonage strongly supports far greater cooperation 
in VoTP E9- i - 1 than is occurring today, in m,my instances nwcssary inputs have proven difficult 
or impassible to obtain. Vonase therefore submits that there is a significnnt need for NENA to 
incorporate open access principles and greater flexibility into the proposed iZ Standard to allow 
far more rapid deployment of E9- f -I solutions. 

As set fofih bdQW, a number of practical and Iogistieal impairments currently inhibit the 
ability of VSPs to deploy EP-1-1 systems which conform to the 12 Standard. For example, 
presently VSP are blocked Eram obtaining and managing ESQK and pANI numbering rmources. 
other required inputs such as the MSAG. shell records and other elements used in the 
deployment of wirefess E9-1- I are often unavdable. Moreover, in some instances, essential 
infomatian, such as lists of the locations of selective routers and PSAPs either docs not exist ur 
is not publicly available. Accordingly, Vonage recommends that open nehvark architecture 
principles be build into the i2 Standard, 

A, Access to pANI Numberhg Resources 

Vonage has been activeIy involved in developing interim guidelines that would allow 
VSPs and VPCs to obtain and manage pANX numbering r~’esou~ces. Vonage assisted the North 
American Numbering Council in bRJng and recommending the adoption of the pAJrdl Interim 
Assignment Guidelines <for ESQK. Once the FCC appoints an Interim 9-1-2 Routing Number 
Authority, both VSPs and VPCs will have access to the ESQK needed in order to route E9-1-1 
calls for mobile Vo3P users in certain areas afthe US. However, there are two important issues 
that need to be addressed or redefined in the i2 Standard specific to pANI numbering resources. 
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First, the i2 Standard conrempXates that on& VPCs will have access to ESQK.’ ’The Standard 
must be modified to allow for VSPs to have such access, Second, the i2 Standard makes 
reference to the Routing Number Authority as the entity responsible for managing ESQK.3 
Under the PAM Intei3m A4ssi~inncnt Guidelinesfor ESQK: ILECs and other entities that manage 
and assign ESQK will continue to do so until such time as a gmanent  pANI administrator is 
app~ in ted .~  The i2 Standard mxrst be revised to include other entities responsible for the 
assignment and management of pANI numbering resources. 

B. Master Street Address Guide “MSAG’’ Validation 

The i2 Standard makes the assmption that civic l e ~ t i a n s  are expected to be MSAG 
validatd‘ Whih Vanage does not dispute the value of MSAG vdidapion, VSPs have no direct 
access to the MSAG, Indeed, no p b l i d y  available list of the SOUTC~S for &th ing  MSAG 
information across the various state and local jurisdictions exists. In many instances, it i s  unclear 
what enLily hdds jurisdictional authority over the MSAG. Fm-hm~mre, even when a source for 
the MSAG can be located. in S Q M ~  instances ready access tu the MSAG cannot bc obtained due 
to cost and contractual fimitations. As a result, indusion Q ~ M S A G  validation in the i2 Standard, 
vhile a laudable goal, many not: be readily achievable in the near term due to practical 
considerations. 

From atechnical perspective,MSAG vdidation under the i2 Standard requires theuseof 
a Validation Data Base (“‘VDB’’) and an Emergency Routing Data Base (“ERDB”). Although 
Vonage generally agrees that such functionalities would be beneficial, such databases are nut 
currently available. Indeed, m d m  the current methodologies of MSAG validation entities which 
perform tasks functionally equivalent to the VDB and EElDB do not have full access to the basic 
data, let alone the automated and real-time response &fed far under the i2 Standard. 

Until these difficulties are resolved, Vomge submits that mandatory MSAG validatinn is 
impractical. Such eomplimce i s  particularly difficult in the case of nomadic VolP services 
where the user may change addresses ftequently through multiple juridictions which have 
different validarion rnethhodologes. Vonage therefore urges MENA to allow greater flexibility in 
the i2 Standard to allow address validation at the civic level until MSAG is broadly accessible on 
reasonable rates, terns, and conditions and the full capabilities of a V’bRB and ERDB can be 
implemented on a nationwide scale. 

C. E9-1-1 Trunking v. 10 Digit Dialing 

See, e.g.. sections 6.1.11 and6,1.11.1 ofthe drafti2 Standard. 
Sm, p.g , section 6.1.12 oftlie draft i2 Standard. 
See p A h T l n t ~ r i m  Assignment Gui&/in& for ESQK, at 2 (“In amas where E9-1-1 System Service P x o ~ ~ ~ s  

2 

1 
4 

(E9- 1 -I SSPs) had performed thts function prior 10 the eslablishent ofthe Intenm 4-1 -I RNA, that rolc may 
continue until such time as a permanent 9-1-1 RNA is determined. In developing these guidelines. E S T  and the 
pANI IMC foresee that these enrities should only exist during the transition period until a pernmmt 9-1- I RNA is 
esrablished.”), 

i2 Standard at 5 .  5 
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Direct tnrnhg to the selective router presents a hrther example of an instance where the 
i2 Standard should be modified to allow for greater flexibility. Currently, the proposed i2 
Standard prox4ddes for the construction of dedicated trunks between the gateway and each 
selective r ~ u t e r . ~  While in many instances, construction af dedicated t m k s  may be appropriate, 
delays, costsS, and deployment processes make direct. trunking unsuitable for rapid tum-up wd 
tempomy soluthns. Furthermore, direct Wrking to some selective routers may be cos t  
prohibitive and unnecessary, especially in environments where the routers we p s s l y  out of 
date. Accordingly, because the i2 Standard has the potential to represent a nationwide footprint: 
Vonage recommends that the i2 Standard be revised to allow afternative menns of connection for 
out of footprint service or for other modifications to khe i2 Standard architectwe design where 
requested by state authorities. 

1111%. f2 Standard Roles and Responsibilities. 

‘ 1 % ~  i2 Standard defines roles and responsibilities on a “logcal” bask7  White Vonage 
agrees that defining the roles in terms e€ functional. capabilities provides a useful perspective, 
NENA should make clear that the i2 Standard should not be used to limit VSP flexibility in 
deploying E9- I - 1 solutions. The i2 Standad recognizes, far example that in vxr-ie instances, E9- 
1-1 parties may choose to divide the respansibili?ies of WE “role” between two entities.8 
However, Vonage urges NENA to make clear thal the distinctions set forth among the various 
‘kdes” should not be canstnwd to limit access to important resources needed for deployment OT 

to prevent the deployment of arrangements where a VSP or another entity acts in a manner that is 
functionally di€krmt from its identified rote, 

A. V0.W Service Providers (VSPs’? 

The proposed i2 Standard contains an implicit assumption that VSPs have far greater 
ccrntral and access to the native 9-1-1 nettwork and supporting eIements than VSPs currently 
have. As noted above, in order to deploy E9-1-1 sdutims, VSPs must generally rely heavily on 
third party providers o f  connectivity, database construction, and maintenance along with othu 
E9- 1 - 1 functionalities. Thus. for example, while VSPs are obligated under the FCC’s d e s  to 
provide E9-I-I> no ohligations axe imposed on VPCs, selective router ~ Y Q V ~ ~ W S ,  incumbent 
carriers or PSAPs -- even though the legal obligation to deploy the hoctionalities assigned to 
each of those entities remains with the VSPs. Vonage therefore ~ I I C Q U E I ~ ~ S  NENA technical 
experts and committee members to review the cuwmt proposed iZ Standard in the c ~ n t e ~ t  ofthe 
recent Order and recognize technicaI and operational solutions that allow for far greater a c e s  to 
inputs needed to d q l ~ y  VOIP E9-1-1. 

For exampIe, the i2 Stnndard assigns the VPC operator the responsibiIitp for ensuring that 
my MSAG-valid formatted civic location infomatian is included in the response to the ALI 
database as well as for obtaining numbering Iesourctx fimn the Routing Number Authority 

i Z  Standard at 56. 
i2 Standard at 161. 
i2 Standard at I61 

6 
7 

S 
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(“RNA’’).” Vonage urges NENA to clarify these responsibilities to make clear that although the 
assignment of those obligations js  placed upon the VPC under the i2 Standard, that functional 
assi-merit to the VPC is not intended nor should it preclude VSPs €?om receiving access to the 
MSAG or numbering resources. 

The proposed i2 Sumdud includes the express goal of limiting the burden on the PSAPs 
in making technical changes to ament PSAP capabilities,’0 Vonage has been working closely 
with PSAPs and understands the financial and ather constmints under which those entities 
operate. At the same Xime, PSAPs play an integral role in the completion of E.9-X - I calls+ To be 
functional, VSP E9-1-1 systems must be well integrated with the PSAP operations. Vonage 
therefore recommends that the iZ Standaxd take PSAPs into greater consideration when providing 
for VoIP rnethodologks, pmcesses and protocols, particularly with respect to the varying 
capabilities among diffmenl PSAPs. For example, Vonage recommends that NENA develop for 
the i2 Standnrd further tccknim.I procedures, such as w m  transfer capabilities, to minimize the 
impact of necessary re-routing in the event of an emergency and to ensure that misdirected calls 
can be quickly m d  effectively rerouted to the appropsiate PSAP. 

The proposed i2 Standard makes the general assumption that VPCs are independent 
entities, distinct froin the VSPs. While- an analogous assumption was generally true during thc 
dephqment of wireless E9-1-1 through the use of Mobile Positioning Centers ( “ ~ ~ P C S ” ) ,  
Vonage submits that in the VQXP context, factors such as ecunomk of scale, may ultimately lewd 
VSPs to self-provision VPC functionality. Vonage encowqes NENA to expressly allow for and 
support such cross functionality in the i2 Standard and to update E9-1-1 deployment principles, 
to ensure economic and technically fewibihty for the national. migration to i3 capabilities. 

111. Conforming the i2 Standard ta the Existing Regulatory Environment. 

As an initial matter, in numerous instances, the i2 Standard includes requirements or 
attributes that exceed what was required by the FCC in the Order. For example, FCC mles do 
not currently expressly require MSAG validation OT the use of direct tmnking to the selective 
router. Deployment uf the technology and processes necessaiy to meet those additional 
requirements may be difficult because VSPs do not have sufficient access to r e q u i d  inputs. As 
a result, to the extent that i2 Standard compliance is required, Vonage submits that VSPs will 
~ i c a l l y  need a si_gnificmt amount of time to modi6 thei~ systems to meet those requirements 
and any such ’timeframes should start to nm only upon the availability ofthe necessary elements. 

In addition, Vanage notes that the i2 Standard varies in several important ways from the 
existing regu1atat-y environment as €allows: 

i2 Standard at 166. 
i2 Smdard at 5. 

Q 

IO 
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A. Default Routing 

The proposed i2 Standard assumes that default routing conditions will permit: a nmnber of 
methods for response. Vonage supports a. national 9-1-1 call Center use fur contingency routing. 
Vonage agrees with NENA as to the importance of calls centm for E9-1-1 use, particularly in 
instances where location information is not readily av&bk and as a fail-safe where 
communication with the PSAP has failed. Call centers are able TO provide rich data and content 
to distress calls: that might otherwise have limit& intiomation or routing capabilities, DT requirc 
non-traditional methods to reach a proper responder. Where technical challenges exist, the calf 
centa i s  able to circuinvent boHI enecks though strong operatima1 procedures and standards. 

Call centers use is particularly important to support the provision of location infomattion. 
Automatic location identification technology suitable for use in the VoIP environment is 
currently not available and has not yet been deployed for VoIP sen4ces. Since VSPs must 
therefore t d y  on mistorne profided registered location infOnmtiQn, call centers provide an 
important backup to ensure proper call routing during the VolP address validation process. 
Vonage therefore suppafls the use of call centers be used far highly nomadic soluiions, as the 
technology tu determine the exact location of dh has yet to be developed or impkmentd. 

As part of its existing 9-1-1 soluti~n, Vonage has dcployed a safety net cdl center that is 
manned by APCO-33 trained call takers 24~7x365. When a customer’s 9-1 -1 call defaults to the 
safety net call center, the call taker receives the calleras call-back number, address, and otfier 
relevant emergency infomation, verifies the information, and then stays on the line while 
connecting the caller to the nearest PSAP or first responder available. As Vanage completes its 
database of registered location infomattion, this information will. be automatidly available to 
the call taker. 

Despite the importance of call centers in the i2 Standard and the outstanding need for the 
continuing use of call centers as part of a mbust E9-1-1 system. Vonage notes &at cumnt FCC 
regulations do not incorporate ~ p m t i ~ n a f  elements such as implementation of a call center for 
default routing. Under current FCC rules and regulations, the defhuit routing scenario instead 
requires VSPs to send calls to PSAPs that are unable to receive complete Ah’l and ALE 
infomation. Because such a network architecture leads to a lower level af responsiveness, 
Vonage strongly shlgports NENA’s inwqmatiun ofa r ~ l e  for call centers in the i2 Standard and 
encourages NENA to work with the FCC to ensure that call enter mangemcnls can be deployed 
by VSPS. 

Vonage submits that the proposed i2 Standard must be clarified to ensure that the 
pvk ions  for contingency routing numbers (“CRNs”) comply with the standards set forth in the 
Order. Vanage agrees with the need for robust contingency muting p r o d u r s  The FCC’s 



h’ational Emergency Number Association 
September 19.3005 
Page 7 

cmmZ mlcs however require termination of E9- 1 - 1 calls through the selective router I ’  By 
contrztst. Vonage believes that the i2 Standard as currently drafted does not mandate that the 
proposed CRW be answered as an “‘emergency line.” Use a€ a non-emergency line is highly 
suspect given the general and cursent lack of accqptance of the use of lO-digi3i number for the 
Wireless Phase “0”’ or the i l  solution set forth in the NENAlVon agreement of 2003. 
Accordingly, Vonage recommends that the i2 Standad be modified to provide greater clarity 
with respect to CRNs in order to ensure hat. the i2 Standards csmpom with the FCC’s rules. 

C. Valid Emergency Sewices Authority (WESA”) 

The proposed i2 Standard references the creation o f  VESA, which will be used to provide 
certification for various entities imolved in the E9-1-5 system. Specifically, under the i2 
Stand-d, VESA would issue technical mrtificatians which would be required before any entity 
can pmform any ofthe followhg functional activities: VPC (VoP Positioning Centers), ESGW 
(Ernagency Service Gateways), LIS (Jkcation Information Servers}, SR (Selective Routers), 
ERDB (ESZ Routing Database). and MDB (Validation Data Base). However, the nature of the 
certification process and the standards for that process are not set forth in the i2 Standard. 

Vanage supports technical proficiency and improved efficiencies in charting a course for 
the future of 9-1-1 are important goals. As states and localities have stniggled to implement 
p d i c i ~  and procedures to better manage the deployment of i2 capabilities for VOIP providers, 
expanded regulation of these functionalities has been proposed. At the same time, the Order now 
mquires VeIP providers to provide E9-1-1 service. As a cesuIt, 102s or suspension of VESA 
certification could, depending on the m m e r  in which it is irnpkemented, significantly impair the 
ability of a VSP to CQII~~IIW to provide service. 

Given the potentially highly disruptive nature of loss of VESA certification, Vonage 
believes that the i2 Standard shouid contain clear guideline md principles for issuance of such 
certification and ensure non-discriminatory access to catifications within a reasonable 
timefrmes. Furthemare, the certification process should provide latiTude and liming far 
changes to certification sufficient to allow for advanced notice to affected VSPs, cure of 
deficiencies and a transparent appeal system. Furthmore, as VSPs will not have con~rok over 
the certification process, VESA should retain responsibility for liabilities associated with the 
cextification process. 

In short, VSP’s itre dependent on specific and kndamental methods ofE9-1-1 access, in 
a time sensitive foiinat. ‘fierefore, although Vmage supports st VESA as general principle. care 
must be taken to ensure that the delayed or loss of‘ will not have an adverse impact on the VoIf 
indust1y. 

IV. Specific Technical Changes 

47 C.F.R. Section 9.5 I I  



h’ational Emerzmcy Number Association 
September I 9,2005 
Page S 

Finally. in reviewing the i2 Standard, Vonage has identified a number of specific 
tetechnicd issues where Vonage believes that changes to the i2 Standard are appropriate. Became 
those issues are technical. in nature, they have been organized into a tabIe furmat and provided in 
the attached exhibit. Vonage urges NENA to revise the i2 Standad to address th~se technical 
modifications. 

Vonage applauds NENA’s efforts to develop the i2 Standard and Iooks €ornard to 
working with NENA and other industry participants to complete the development o f  the i2 
Standard. Questions regarding these comments may addressed to the undersigned. 
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7. Use of the "VU' 
lnterFace 

2. Carrying 
Location Information 
in the SIP Message. 

Provisions in MENA's i2 
Standard Conmming the 

Issue 
section 2.5.1 and 5.S of the i2 
Standard note that the "VO" 
nterface is used for a VulP 
mipoint to receive 
nformation comespanding to a 
sre-determined location. The 
nformation provided may be 
n the form of a LK including 
Yient-ID and LIS-ID, or it can 
3e a PDF-LO containing the 
actual location. However, t h e  
jetailed specification of this 
nterface is out of scope far 
h e  i2 solution. See Section 
2.5.?, p. 15 and Section 5.1, p. 
78. 

f h e  i2 Standard provides that 
ocation information may be 
:ontained in the  SIP message. 
See, e.& Section 5.5.6. 

The i2 Standard proves that 
hat information provided in a 
query over the V2 interface 
jhould include Callback 
nformation, when available {to 
>e provided to the PSAP so 
.Rat a call-ta ker can call back 
an emergency caller), and a 
PIDF-LO or Location Key. The 
i2 Standard further provides 
that the VPC may also receive 
other infomation about the 
Carl, such as Voice Server 
Provider (VSPJ identification 
P 

Vonage's Concem(s) 
with &he issue in the 
Proposed i2 Standard 

Vonage does not use 
the "VO" interface 
between the end-user 
device and the LIS. 
As stated by the current 
proposed NEMA 
specification, the 
definition of this 
interface is outside the 

As a result, the location 
information on the  "Vl" 
interface will not be 
present. See generally 
Section 5.2, pp. 78-79. 
In order to correct this 
Vonage and other 
carriers would need 
wholesale upgrades to 
their customer's 
devices tQ SUpp~rt the 
VO interface. 

Carrying location 
information En the Stf 
message can create 
issues with UDP 
transportt, as the 
message sizes can 
ex*& path MTU 
I im its. 

SCOpe Qf the standard. 

V~nage does not use 
the PIDF-10 or LK far 
providing location 
information in SIP 
messages. 

Bssues and 
comments 

NENA should allow an 
aut-of-band 
provisioning interface 
to the VFC 

The VO intelface 
should be required 
with an 13-style 
solution, where rails 
c a n  be delivered to the  
PSAP over IP without 
thE need for a VP C 
provider in the reat- 
time call path. 

Loc&:ion information 
shaisfd be allowed 
over the ALL data links 
untif SIP messaging 
standards incorporate 
a full i3-style solution. 

- 1 -  
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5. SIP Messaging 
and E l 6 4  
Addresses 

6. SIP URI Format 

- 2  

Provisions in NEMA'S i2 
Standard Concerning the 

fssue 

information. See Section 
2.3.1 1 p. I I. VO and V1 
interfaces also require 
transport of PIDF-LO or LK 
location information. See 
Section 2.5.1 p. 5; Section 
2.5.2 p. 15. 

Figure 2-3 of the i2 Standard 
illustrates the use of an 
emergency call setup using 
SIP signaling to perform a 
proxy redirect server. The Call 
Server uses a Redirect Server 
to obtain routing information, 
and then routes the call to the 
ESGW. The SIP Redirect 
Server performs a routing 
query to the VPC. See 
Seetion 2-72, p. 25. 

In the i2 Standard, the 
callback number is an E.4 64 
number, but may be 
represented in VoiP signaling 
(for example) by a uniform 
resource indentifier (UR1). 
see Section 2.4, p. 14. 

In Section 5.5.5.3,2 of the 
proposed iZ standard, NEMA 
notes that all supported SIP 
messages for the V4 interface, 
the URI included in: From, Via, 
and Contact headers shall 
have one of t he  following 
formats: 

Wonage's Concern(s j 
with the Issue in the 
Proposed i2 Standard 

The Vonage €9-1-1 

Redirect Server" 
sol ut ion. 
TeleCarnrnunicatians 
Systems, fnc. 
irn plements the Proxy 
and the Redirect 
sewer. 

solution uses a "Proxy 

The SIP message 
details in Section 
5.5.5.3 may not 
conform to €.I 64. 

The reference in fhe 
specificatjon is not 
E164 compliant. 

Asserted-identity" line 
in this Section should 
have a "1 " between the 
"+" and the "ESQK' 
(similar ta the ESRN in 
the Request-WRf). See 
Seclion 5.5.5.3, p. 11 6. 

Further, the "P- 

Vonage submits that 
using these formats 
may not be the most 
efficient way to provide 
the requisite 
parameters. At this 
point in time the  match 
should be done on the 
phone number, and nqt- 

lrsues and 
Comments 

The SIP message 
details in Section 
5.5.5.3 should be 
updated to ensure 
usability for valid 
E. 164 addresses. All 
E.? 64 addresses 
should always start 
with a country code 
followed by country- 
specific digits. A '-P 
c a n  be prepended to 
identify it as an f.164 
address 
A "1 " should be 
inserted in t h e  "P- 
Asserted-ld entity' line 
between the "+" and 
the "ESQK" {similar to 
the ESRN in the 
Request-URI). in 

In Section 5.5.5.3 2 of 
the proposed 
standard, NENA 
should simply match 
the "user" portion of 
the "From" header if 
there is a 
"user=phone* 
parameter in the  

SeGtiQn 5.$,5,3. 



7. Identifying a Call 
Instance 

In Section 5.5.5.4, for 
instance, the i2 Standard 
indicates that the SIP BYE 
and CANCEL must have the 
following information 
elements, which are required 
to be the same as t h e  first SIP 

8. ACK 
Construction 

In Section 5.5.5.4 of the 
proposed standard, the 
“Request-URI” of the 
BYE should match the  
‘Contact” and not the 
“Request-URI” of the 
INVITE. 

Provisions in NENA’s i2 
Standard Concerning the 

Issue 

Vonage*s Concerri(s) 
with the Issue in the 
Proposed 12 Standard 

the complete URI. 

See Section 5.5.5.4, p. 117. 

- 3 -  

Issues and 
Comments 

header. as the  “host” 
part can be the 1P 
address of an 

should hot be used to 
identify the subscriber. 
Using the entire 
“From“ header makes 
sense with an i3 
solution. However, as 
most of the i2 s~lution 
is inter-networked with 
existing PSTN, it 
would sensible to 
simply compare the 
phone number. 
Section 5.5.6 should 
be similarly updated to 
provide for this 
rn od ification. 

outbound proxy which 

It may be more 
effective to simply 
reference RFC3261 
for at1 basic SIP 
details. 

As the “BYE” c a n  
travel in either 
direction. the “From” 
and “To” tags can be 
flipped as the directjon 
of the  request has 
changed. The Cseq of 
the BYE shoufd be 
greater than the 
INVITE, if flawing in 
the same direction as 
the INVITE. In 
general, \donage 
submits that it would 
be better to separate 
out the  CANCEL and 
BYE and address 
them separately for 
purposes of clarity. 
Section 5.5.6 shoufd 
similarly be updated to 
address this issue. 

As the ACK may be 
constructed differently 
in dfferent scenarms, 
it may be more 



Issue Vonage’s ConcernIs) 
with the Issue in t h e  

Proposed 12 Standard 

scenario (te,, ~ X X ,  ~ X X ,  
6xX response). 

9. SIP Messaging 
Assumptions 

Issues and 
Corn rnents 

effective to simply 
reference RFC3261 

Provisions in NEMA’S i2 
Standard Concerning itre 

ISSUE 

returned from the VEP to the 
9-1 -1 Gall Server to 
acknowledge receipt of the 
200 OK message. See Figufe 
5-7, p. 137-?2; 

Tha ESRN is not part of 
the 1SUP message. 

Furthermore, the i2 Standard 
indicates that for each calf 
instance, the SIP ACK shall 
have the following information 
elements, consistent with the 
initial STP INVITE received to 
the 9-1-1 C3fl Server for that 
call instance: 
- Request-URI; - From fag; 
- Call-ID 
- CSeq (not inciuding method); 
- Via (Top) header 

Vonage submits that 
item number 4 under 
Section 5.5.7 should 
be reworded, as the 
ESRN is not part of 
the ISUP message. It 
may be more effective 
to simply reference 
RFC326-l for all basic 
SIP details. 

Any retransmitted SIP iNVfTE 
shall be identicat to the first 
SIP INVITE. 

See Section 5.5.5.4, p. 1 17. 

Item number 4 under Section 
5.57 of 1% i2 Standard states: 
“ESRN number length will be 
specified as ‘IO digit numbers. 
By standardizing on a length 
of 10 digits, this helps to avoid 
potential gateway processing 
errors that may exist with 
ISUP messaging processing 
Logic.” See Section 5.5.7, p. 
719. 

-4- 
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22 November 2005 

David F. Jones, ENP 
National Emergency Number Association 
4350 Worth Fairfax Drive 
Suite 750 
Arlington. VA 22203-1695 

Re: i2 Technical Standard: Vonage ,bmica Comments 

Dear David, 

Vonage America, Inc. (“Vmage’~ has received informal comments back from the 
12 TechnicaI Committee regarding the notations Vonage made in the Iettcr dated 
September 19,2005. Vonage thank the committee for the review, md appreciates that 
the: committee considered the specific.coments, provided clarifications, md made 
adjustments in the draft standard. 

Vonage is very concerned. hawcter, that the t e c h i d  standard does not takc into 
account necessay additional steps that the FCC and other third-parties must undertake in 
order to make the standard fully fimctional. As an exmplc, the proposal details the 
activities needed to support. an ERDB andior VDR from the current MShG prticessing. 
Nevertheless, no entity ia the industry, to our hawledge, has stepped forward tu provide 
the required functionality on beha1 Fofthe PSAPs. Because snme PSAPs have refised 
emergency call delivery until the equivalent seniccs are in place, the standard effectively 
becomes impossible to implement. Likewise Functions like ESQK and ESRN 
assignments are not yet clearly defined. This ambiguity CQUM lead to mixed arid 
inconsistent number assi,ment implementations which will ultimately need to bc 
recopciled at a later time. Fur these reasons, it is imperative that KENA stress that 
although the 12 solution is an imparkant step in the process of E-9- 1 - 1. depfctlmenl - 
additional work is necessary. Tn this rcspect, NENA should provide supporting 
operational and policy remommendations necessary to implement the 52 solution. 
Without such recommendations, Vonage remains concmed that the rdcs could lead to 
hrther confusion and inconsistent implementations. 

As much as Vomge supports and applauds k’ENA’s efforts to move the 9-1 - 1 
industry forward, Vonage also asks that XENA provide a complete solution and dear 
direction for kansition to the new standard. In this respcct, Vonage looks to NENA to 
provide a comprehensive recommendation and accompany the release of the technical 
standard with the iiecessarq. operational procedures md policy recommendations. Vonage 
uwuld strongly support any effort to develop a transition standard or produce a set of 
documentation that would clari@ the current situation and provide direction for all parties 
involved. 



National Emergency Number Association 
November 22,2005 
Page 2 

Additionally, Vonage asks that NEKA consider the c~rrent  deadlines facing 
Vonage and other providers. Vonage requests that any actions taken to appraw this new 
technical standard be accompanied with formal acknowledgemet afthe existing 
deadlines. As NENA i s  aware, the transition to the 12 solution will require industry 
cooperation and a realistic transition period. Vonage believes it WQUM be usefd for 
XENA to explicitly acknowledge these factors, 

Respectkl ly Submitted, 

Cc: NEXA Board of Directors 
Robert L. _Martin 
Roger Hixson 
Rick Jones 
Billy Ragsdale 
Nathan ‘CVilcox 
Fete Eggimnn 

Martin HakimDin 
Stephen Seitz 

! 
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Convention of  the Statewide Stakeholders for VoIP E-911 Deployment 

Currently of the 50 states, Washington D.C., and territories only 36 have any forum, office or organization 
that coordinates the various stakeholders needed to be brought together in order to fully deploy 5 9  1 1 
services in their states. While few question the importance of coordination, the apparatus and provision of 
public safety remains a highly local- and decentralized - endeavor for IVPs and all new entrants to the 
communications marketplace. To ensure successful national E-91 1 deployments, statewide aIignment must 
be present to manage the many interests, incentives and necessary cooperation to achieve full E-9 I 1 
implementation. 

Recognizing 'the role of states in such efforts, the FCC and the National Association of Regulatory Utility 
Commissioners (I1NARUC") formed a Joint FederaVState VoIP Enhanced 91 I Enforcement Task Force to 
facilitate compliance with m d  enforcement of current E91 1 rules, 

As of the drafting of this report, the charter for the Joint VoIP Task Force is still developing. However, 
pending a fully developed charter, there are historical precedents demonstrating how active state leadership 
in a variety of forums has enabled timely and compliant paths forward for E-9 1 1. 

Beginning in February of 2004, the New York Public Service Commission (PSC), was able to convene 
interested parties to resolve a number of operational issues impeding a full deptoyment of E-9 1 1 in New 
York City. The New York PSC was able to achieve this result without opening a new, New York specific 
proceeding regarding VoIP E-91 1 deployment, but by simply bringing the necessaty parties together for a 
system-wide approach in deploying E-91 1 in New York City by early July 2004. By convening the 
necessary stakeholders, the NY PSC was able to serve as an honest broker and project manager for the 
rapid implementation of E 9  I 1. Replicated h m  previous state and regional forums used in the wireless 
environment, the results speak for themselves, and where possible should be implemented for VolF. 

Specifically, we propose that the Commission seek the convention or a roundtable of stakeholders through 
existing state regulatory boards. In regions where compliance can not be achieved through industry 
agreements, public safety best practices, or federa1 rules, Vonage seeks the assistance of state leaders to 
initiate such a roundtable of the required stakeholders to ensure a timely, non-discriminatory deployment of  
vital emergency services. 

For a roundtable of stakeholders to convene, Vonage respectively submits the following guidelines for 
regulatory authorities: 

(1) One or more of the statewide stakeholders must question or express concern over the use or access 
of 9-1-1 elements for E-91 I deployment, this might include but would not be limited to: pANJ 
administration, database provisioning, connectivity to the: native 9-1 -1 network or other binding 9- 
1-1 elements such as Master Street Address Guides (MSAG) for E-91 1 advancements and best 
practices; 

(2) A forum to discuss efforts to streamline the E-91 1 deployment process. Given the tight timeframes 
and the various roles and interests of the stakeholders, there might be any number of conflicting 
incentives for deployment. Through a roundtable of stakeholders it would be the goal to align 
interests for a timely deployment of E-9 1 1 services; 

(3) In the event reasonable cooperation can not be met. The stakeholders' roundtable could provide 
additional guidance in any enforcement action taken by the regulatory authority ofjurisdiction. 

(4) As the VoIP E 4 1  1 deployments are moving rapidly there is a necessary function to ensure that 
VoIP E-91 1 implementation is consistent with state and IocaI plans for future developments and 
next generation capabi 1 ities. 



Vonage strongly encourages coordinated, consistent programs to impress on local leaders and state 
constituencies the importance of timely VoIP E91 1. Vonage anticipates that the creation of stakeholder 
roundtables will fiirther encourage active engagement by all relevant parties and help to drive 
implementation. To support such a convention, Vonage would ask for further guidance and leadership of 9- 
1-1 coordinators, public safety organizations, industty, and other 9-1-1 officials to proactively work at the 
federal, state. and local levels to educate and share sesulls with the Commission, legislators, and public 
safety officials. 



EXHIBIT 5 



E91 1 MILESTONES: ..........................................,,..., ................................................................................... 1 

APRIL 2003 ................ ........................................................................................................................ F 
DECEMBER 2003 ........................................................................................................................ 1 
NOVEMBER 2004 ......................................................................................................................................... I 
JANUARY 2005 
MARCH 2005 
M A Y  2005 
JUNE 2005 ...................................................................................................................................................... 
JULY 2005 ................... ....................................................................................................................... 1 
AUGUST ZOO5 ............. ....................................................................................................................... 3 
SEPTEMBER 2005 ........ ....................................................................................................................... 3 
OCTORER 2005 ............................................................................................................................................ 3 
NOVEMBER 2005 ......................................................................................................................................... 4 

Vonage E-91 1 MiIestenes: 
Vonage has been very active in the work o f  the Public Safety community in the efforts to advance 91 1 for 
VoIP customers. 

A participant and advocate for full E-91 1 Vonage was one of the signatories to the WENAPJON Coalition 
Agreement. The agreement laid out a coordinated plan for delivering 91 1 dialed calls to PSAPs using 
available 10-digit access lines. This agreed upon Public Safety and industry path forward followed the 9 I 1 
deployment of alarm and telematics companies, as well as the procedures that had been provisioned for 
Phase 0 of wireless. 

The impetus of the agreement was to provide a path for emergency call planning and delivery during the 
development period of the necessary standards. 

Mi l e  the national standards are still under development, Vonage supports an accelerated deployment of E- 
9 l l services that are collaborative and coordinated for better 9 I l design and implementation. 

April 2003 

Vonage 91 I Calling 

Vonage initiates the capability of delivery of an emergency call to a 10-digit number designated by the 
Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP) as an optional service (opt-in capability). Calls are delivered per 
the customer’s provided location to PSAP contact. numbers provided through a third party vendor. 

December 2003 

Voiiage signs National Emergency Number Association (NENA)Noice on the Net (VON) Coalition 
agreement on VoIP Emergency Call Delivery 

Vonage is a signatory on the agreement between the leading VOW providers and the leading 91 1 technical 
group, NENA, to provide basic 91 1 services to subscribers via F 0-digit numbers at each PSAP within 6 
months of the agreement. Vonage cornpIies with agreement. 

November 2004 

Delivering Enhanced 91 1 (E-91 1)in the State of Rhode Island 

< I  
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Vonage works with the State of Rhode Island to provide E-9 1 1 (call back number and caller Iocation) to all 
PSAPs in the state. The solution is modeled on the proposed NENA i2 standard and allows for nomadic 
caller services. 

Calls are delivered on ]@digit emergency numbers to the PSAP and queued with all emergency calls. 

Jaitua y 2005 

Vonage Next Generation E-91 land Deployment in NYC 

Vonage joins NENA and other key 91 1 industy players as a charter member of bhe ribbon committee in 
effort to develop and accelerate the ongoing path and set direction for the future of 9 1 1 for all 
methodologies of requesting emergency service. 

Following the leadership of State leaders and the City ofNew York, Vonage along with Intrado and 
Verizon, begin discussions on the impIementation of Enhanced 91 1 for residents ofthe City. 

Match 2005 

Tested E- 91 1 with King eo., WA 

In an effort to further accelerate deployment, Vonage tests E-91 1 with King Co., Washington. The testing 
mirrors the success delivery of the call back number and caller's provided emergency service location to 
the appropriate PSAP. Further discussions follow, as V ~ ~ a g e  attempts to adjust E-91 1 solutions with 
public safety constituents and needs. 

April 200.5 

Extended 9 I 1 Services 

Vonage initiates aggressive roll out of compIete E-91 1 solution in North America. Begins &om to hire 
staff and reach contract status for outreach to all PSAPs in US and Canada, and required data collection and 
processing. Vonage also begins efforts with all major Independent Local Exchange Carriers (ILECs) to 
determine availability of services and costing for VoIP providers. 

May 2005 

E-91 1 Architecture and Development 
Vonage develops architecture designs for a nomadic V o P  E-91 1 system. Vonage conducts extensive 
review of available resources for Selective Routers and present capabilities of various E-91 1 vendors. 
June 2005 

Extensive PSAP and 9 1 1 Outreach 
Vonage develops and engages in a proactive outreach communication program for PSAP readiness and 
deployment o f  VoIP E-9 1 1. Vonage formally enters into negotiations with the major ILECs for access to 
the wirehe  91 1 system. Vonage also initiates contract negotiations with potential ESGW and VPC 
providers and other access carriers for network voice and data paths. 

Vonage hires extended staff to begin implementation effort. 

Safety Net Call Center, E-91 1 in NYC, and Data Collection 

Vonage deploys a SafetyNet Call Center, to ensure all requests for emergency services are answered by a 
live, trained operator. Calls directed to the call center include calls where the customer location has not 
been provided, and where the PSAP is not providing live answering for the provided 10-digit inbound lines. 
The functionality is put in place to assure all requests for emergency service are answered by a live, trained 
operator. 



Vonage begins delivery of E-9 1 1 calls for subscribers in New York City. Testing and delivery i s  
completed for all subscribers in the five borough area. 

A national effort is launched by Vonage to map appropriate Selective Routers to the nation’s 9 1 1 system 
and where possible Vonage clr~t0rners. Vonage develops a number of full time teams to gather information 
and updates for Vonage’s E-9 1 1 deployment. 

Vonage engages in a comprehensive review, and one on one gathering of PSAP data. Senior Senior staff 
and Regional Directors begin education and information campaign across a11 fifty states and Canada, 
including presentations and material distribution in all major gatherings of public safety groups. 

Vonage further reviews the draft NENA i2 Standard guidelines and awaits publication. 

Vonage establishes a PSAP welcome kit established, to be sent to all PSAP’s for data gathering and 
education on what VoIP 91 1 requires, including PSAP readiness. 

Vonage sends a formal correspondence to major TLEC’s requesting executive participation and leadership 
in the accelerated deployment of E-9 1 1. 

August 2005 

FCC Required Customer re-affirmation, 9-3-3 Test Feature, Early Deployments of E-9 I 1 

In compliance with FCG guidelines, Vonage completes first efforts to positively re-affirm with each 
subscriber the limitations of the 9-1-1 service, and initiates the collection of 9-1-1 service address from 
every new subscriber. Upon direction of the FCC, significant changes are made to service initiation 
process, and repeated contact points are made with each customer to educate on 9-1-1 services. 

Voriage adds new customer innovation in the form of a 93-3  dialing feature, as it provides customers with 
a dialing code for validating the status of their 9 I 1 service. At present, a Vonage customer can check 91 1 
dialing status at any time without having to piace a call to a public safety operators. 

In a few instances, where the PSAP owns the native 91 1 equipment, Vonage reaches agreements with 
Duval, St. John’s, Polk and Leon Counties in Florida and Lexington, Kentucky to provide E-91 I service. 

Vonage works with nationally recognized PSAPs residing in the Tarrant County 9 1 1 District and SBC to 
complete testing and the delivery of 91 1 calls over the dedicated 91 1 voice trunks, as well as functions to 
test delivery of VolF calls via the “PAM” data interface to the ALI server. Testing is completed for both 
normal and “default” call routing. 

Vonage launches a website for PSAP education www.vonage.com/psapcenter 

September 2005 

National Deployments Tested, Initiated and Provisioned 

Vonage completes testing in multiple areas using the proposed Emergency Service Gateway (ESGW) 
provider (Level3) and the Virtual Positioning Centers (TCS, Inkado and I-IBF) in three ILEC markets. 

Vonage hardware and software updates are made to allow for call recording capabilities of all E-91 1 calls 
that are routed through the Vonage network. 

Vonage testing vaiidates the delivery methodologies and tests normal and “defauh routing’’ scenarios to the 
involved parties satisfaction and in compliance of current guidelines. 

Vonage, Level 3 and TCS begin collection of Master Street Address Guide (MSAG) data in order to 
provide additional functionality not available from any other entity in the 91 1 industry. 

Vonage continues Regional outreach efforts for PSAP readiness and implementation. 

Qcloher 2005 
North America E-9 1 ]Testing and Go-Live 
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Vonage completes provisioning of 91 1 Call Center for Canadian compliance. 

Upon completing pseudo Automatic Number Identification (p-ANI) updates, creation of shell records, and 
statewide testing, Vonage begins delivering live E-91 I traffic in Massachusetts. 

Vonage requests further leadership from the 91 I community and ILEC in the support of greater PSAP and 
TLEC readiness. 

Vonage develops and impIements Standard Operating Procedures (SOPS) for all Operational PSAP's, 
which are sent to PSAP's upon a successful test and LIVE turn-up. 

November 2005 
Additional Provisioning and Go-Live Efforts 

Vonage engages in a massive review of all capabilities to further accelerate the deployment of E-91 I .  With 
the support of Verizon and state leaders, Vonage is able to rapidly turn up 91 I capabiiities in the Verizon 
footprint, Further supporting Go-Live capabilities Vonage successfully tests TTY capabilities in 
Massachusetts. 

Vonage deploys a redundant fully operational 9 1 1 network that is 100% E-9 1 I ready on the Vonage 
network 

Upon completion of outreach efforts, all PSAPs that have a Vanage subscriber have been contacted, 
Vonage PSAP outreach efforts reach over 5,000 PSAPs in three months and over 40 conferences and 
meetings. 

Vonage is abIe to achieve PSAP readiness for an additional subset subscribers following a solution brought 
forward by Intrado in the last days of the month. 

" > 
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NENA and Internet communications providers have agreed upon the following action 
items: 

1 For service to customers using phones that have the functionality and appearance of 
conventional telephones, provide 9-1 -1 emergency services access (at least routing to a PSAP 
I Q-digit number) within a reasonable time (three to six months) and prior to that time inform 
customers o f t h e  lack of such access. 

2 
the local PSAPs or their coordinator (as identified on the NENA website) the approach to 
providing access. (For example, if routing to 10-digit number, confirm the correct number with 
the PSAP.) This obligation does not apply to any 

When a communications provider begins selling in a particular area, it should discuss with 

by customers. 

3 
delivery of 9-1 - I  caIl through the existing 9-1 -1 network, (b) providing callback number to 
PSAP. and (c) possibly in some cases, initial location information. The current timeline for the 
NENA VolB/Packet Committee to deveIop its interim recommended solution is May 2004. 

Support for current NENA and industry work towards an interim solution that includes (a) 

4 
dehery of 9-1 -1 call to the proper PSAP, (b) providing calIback numberhecontact information 
to the PSAP, IC) providing location of caller; and (d) PSAPs having direct 1P connectivity. The 
initial standards development work of the NENA VoIPPacket Committee should be completed 
by the end of 2004. 

Support for current NENA and industry work towards long-term solutions that include (a) 

5 
equivalent to those generated by cutrent or evolving funding processes. 

Support for an administrative approach to maintaining funding of 9-1 -1 resources at a level 

6---Cansurner education. This could include projects involving various industry participants and 
NENA public education committee members to create suggested materials explaining any 9-1 -1  
differences to customers. 
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November 28,2005 

The Honorable Kevin J. Martin, Chairman 
c/o Marlene H. Dortch 
Ofice of the Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 ?zth Street sw 
Washington DC, 20554 

Dear Chairman Martin: 

TeleCommunicatian Systems (TCS), Inc. is the primary vendor of choice contracted by Vonage to provide 
VdP Positioning Center (VPC) functionality and PSAP support services in Vonage’s E-911 implementation 
and deployment. As a nationally recognized E-911 integrator, TCS has a long standing history and 
extensive experience in E-911 deployments, having sewed the wireless industry during the Commission’s 
94-102 proceeding. 

In our current support role for VolP providers in connection with the requirements Tmposed by the 
Commission in its E91 1 Requirements for &Enabled Service Providers, 05-196 (Order), TCS provides 
VPC integration and routing capabilities for VolP deployments which allow Interconnected VolP Service 
Providers (IVPs) to route E91 1 calls over the native 91 1 network. TCS is presently engaged and actively 
involved in a national effort to complete the extensive tasks and functionatities involved in Vonage‘s E-97 1 
deployment. While working on Vonage’s behalf, as well as for other VolP providers, TCS has become 
aware of numerous blocking issues and obstacles that have affected, and frequently prevented, the timely 
deployment of VolP E-911. For your convenience, we have summarized some of those issues below. 

Automatic Location Information (ALI) Database Access: 

Under 911 industry best practices for VolP, as well as the wireless model, the ALI database, in conjunction 
with the provisioning of pseudc-Automatic Number Identification (ANI), is required for ALI steering, and the 
passing of ALllANl in a dynamic record from TCS, as a VPC, to the proper Public Safety Answering Point 
to provide full E911 service. As a vender supporting wireless carriers’ effort to comply with the 
requirements imposed in FCC’s 94-1 02 proceeding, TCS has numerous existing ALI agreements in place 
for Wireless E91 1. J G S  supports over 5200 Phase 1 and 3000 Phase 2 deployments for 25 CMRS 
providers nationwide. To migrate these capabilities to the VolP context, TCS has had to complete further 
negotiations and contract executions with 97 1 System Service Providers (SSPs) and local Exchange 
Carriers in order to establish the terms under which existing access to the appropriate (AL1) databases can 
be used for VolP E91 7 traffic. 

TCS commenced contractual negotiations shortly after release of the Order in order to be prepared to 
quickly accommodate and process VolP ALI data. As of May 2005, however, the vast majorrty of ALI 
providers did not have a clear established process, pricing or applicable agreements in place for the 
necessary elements to support VolP E91 1. Creation and negotiation of the necessary agreements resulted 
in significant delays with final execution dates of the agreements extending in best cases, 08/25 (Verizon), 
to well into September 2005 (SBC). Deployment dates were further extended due to the need to complete 
additional interoperability testing with many 911 SSPs as well as SSP’s own readiness to accept VQIP 
traffic. For example, Sprint did not complete internal V-E2 upgrades until 10128 so TCS was unable to 
complete integration testing with this A H  provider until 1 1/07. Similarly, BellSouth interoperability testing 
was not completed until 11/04, as contract negotiations were not complete until 10114. Collectively, the lack 
of readiness and subsequent contract and testing requirements by the ALI database providers resulted in 
significant delays in TCS’ VPC capabilities and the passing of live 91 1 traffic for VolP providers. 



pseudo-Automatic Number Identification (pANI) Acquisition and Provisioning: 

Starting in 1998, and throughout many years since, TCS has performed numerous deployment and 
provisioning tasks on behalf of wireless providers in support of Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the  94-102 
proceeding. As wireless deployment mechanisms - including in particular the acquisition and use of pANl - 
were highly dependent on PSAP and CEC readiness, the processes and submission requirements within 
the wireless context were highly customized - on a case by case, PSAP by PSAP basis. Given the Order's 
time constraints, TCS has found this legacy model entirely unsuitab!e for use in deploying VolP E-911; far 
greater processing uniformity was and is critical to rapid VolP E97 f deployment. 

In response to the need for uniformity, the public safety community has developed a near consensus 
position regarding the need for the creation of a national Routing Number Authority (RNA). Despite the 
timeframes set forth in the Order and the massive scale required for E917 deployment, standardized 
methods far the acquisition and provisioning of pANl were not and are not in place; instead, those methods 
have remained in flux throughout the VolP E-917 deployment process. And to date, no RNA has been 
created. 

Despite the lack of a more cogent and cohesive process, including a RNA for pANI, TCS and Vonage 
forged ahead to request and obtain pANl and associated shell record data elements. TCS and Vonage 
have worked together closely to navigate the individualized pANl assignment processes which have 
themselves continued to evolve and change markedly over the last 120 days. Despite extraordinary efforts, 
pANl acquisition results have been varied, depending on LEC region and state policy. In regions where 
TCS and Vonage have been unable to acquire and provision pANl (and other data components necessary 
to implement E-91 I), delays in VolP E91 1 deployment have occurred and significant confusion within the 
91 f community has resulted. 

As pANI is a key gating issue to PSAP readiness, TCS and Vonage have been forced to navigate 
piecemeal legacy processes that required multiple contacts and extensive individual PSAP by PSAP 
involvement. While TGS and Vonage continue to fully support the inclusion and active participation af 
PSAPs and 91 1 Authorities and continue to work closely with those agencies, the lack of a consistent pANl 
assignment process has resulted in extensive provisioning and processing delays, PSAP confusion and, 
ultimately, substantial reductions in E91 I deployment speed. 

Unnecessary PSAP Delays and Lack of Coordination for a Consistent and Uniformed VolP 
Deployment Model 

TCS, in close coordination with its subcontractor Compass Technology Services, has perbrmed extensive 
data gathering and outreach activities in support of Vanage and VolP deployments. Such efforts remain 
critical in light of the extensive confusion, ambiguity and, in some instances, resistance to VolP deployment 
activities. Despite the extensive proceedings leading up to the Commission's Order, TCS has found broad 
scale PSAP unfamiliarity wjth VolP services. TCS has also found that PSAPs therefore relied heavily on 
gurdance from external sources - public safety organizations and word of mouth - much of which was 
ambiguous and inconsistent. 

In absence of strong coordination, a national VolP deployment model, and training and education, uniform 
deployment processes did not develop across ILEC territories and the nuances of VolP deployment 
continue to vary widely across different ELEC regions. For example, while some l lECs  proposed a single 
Emergency Service Number (ESN) model resulting in data similar to that seen for a wireless E-911 call, 
others recommended the use of multiple landline ESNs to more closely mimic a landline 91 'I call display. 
These various approaches resulted in numerous ALI display differences across PSAPs, even those 
residing in the same state or region. As VolP E-911 requirements change to accommodate completely 
nomadic VolP subscribers, the impact and on-going previsioning modifications to PSAPs will differ to an 
ewen greater extent, requiring further education. 

As a long-standing advocate of Public Safety, TCS believes that additional guidance, consistency, and a 
less stringent deployment schedule would have benefited PSAP coordination, education and VolP E 9 i  I 
deployment nationwide. 

275 West Street; Annapolis, Mawland 21451 
www. telecumsys. corn 



In closing, TCS is an active participant in the deployment of VolP E-911, having firsthand knowledge on the 
difficulties and challenges faced by a number of the parties associated with deployment. As such, TCS 
supports a path of compliance that provides all patties the necessary time to achieve the goals of the Order 
and the very best possibre 91 1 system. 
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T r C H N O l f l G Y  S E R V I C E S  

November 28,2005 

The Honorable Kevin J. Martin, Chairman 
Federal Gomm unications Corn m ission 

Washington, DC 20554 
445 12" street, S.W. 

Dear Chairman Martin: 

Compass Technology Services was subcontracted through TeleGommunication Systems, Inc to 
perform Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP) data collection activities for the purpose of FCG 
compliant E-911 deployment of Vonage America. As manager of this project, and supervisor of those 
resources assigned to make direct contact with each PSAP, I am able to provide specific examples of 
PSAP interaction and the prevalent issues and challenges encountered when attempting to secure full 
participation and cooperation from PSAPs in the Vonage deployment process. 

As directed by Vonage, Compass was responsible for the distributian of Vanage's PSAP Deployment 
Kit and the required deployment interviews collected via telephone. The telephone interviews 
consisted primarily of data gathering for the collection of deployment-specific data, including but not 
limited to the following items: 

(1) Confirmation of PSAP address and contact information; 

(2) Appropriate Automatic h a t i o n  Identification (ALI) database information and provisioning 
requirements; 

(31 Confirmation and review of 9-1-1 System Service Provider and Local Exchange Carrier 
sewhe; 

(4) Collection of VolP specific deployment elements including Emergency Service Numbers 
(ESNs), Master Street Address Guide (MSAG) ledger entry information required to create 
shell records; 

(5) Additional items of concern to PSAP in regards to Vonage's E91 1 deployment. 

The Compass collected information was received following extensive outreach telephone calls and 
interviews to the PSAW911 Authority with appropriate ernail and facsimile follow up correspondence. 

In the Vonage outreach, Compass made 5606 telephone calls, and sent over t699 kits to PSAP 
contacts representing over 3000 Public Safety Answering Points in all 50 States, the District of 
Columbia, and Puerto R~CQ between 0812312005 and the present. Compass has completed 2720 data 
collection interviews and continues to conduct interviews to collect outstanding data. 



T E C B N O 1 O I ; I  S E R V I C E S  

A recognized vendor in the 9-1-1 community, Compass has preformed similar outreach and 
provisioning efforts for wireless providers including Cingular Wireless and T-Mobile in support of the 
FCC's 94-1 02 proceeding. DespiEe our expertise, extensive history and relationships with the PSAPs in 
performing similar effosts we encountered immediate resistance from the public safety community. In 
multiple instances, PSAPs were non-responsive, unwilling or unable to provide the information 
necessary for Vonage to complete E-91 1 deployments. Through an established feedback mechanism, 
Compass was able to communicate these "escalations" to a Vonage team dedicated to working with 
PSAPs to resolve blocking issues for deployment. Over the course of the data collection activities and 
outreach Compass had to escalate 188 different blocking issues to Vonage, a number representing 
1 120 PSAPs and 35% of Vonage subscribers. 

The following pages contain additional detail regarding specific issues of resistance, as- well as 
examples of PSAP feedback and concerns collected dun'ng the process. 

As a 91 I vendor - we11 versed in the state and local 91 1 planning and data collection -we are close 
monitors of the Public Safety community. The attached documentation identifies a number at concerns 
from the PSAP perspective, affecting the implementation of Vcnage's services. 

Sincerely, 

Candice G. Miller 
91 1 Group Manager 



T E C H N O L O G Y  SERVICES 
COMPASSTcchnulogy Swict.;. lnc - 5449 H c l l ~  F~ny R w d  . Acworth. G A  70102 

Phone 77I1-701-251)O Fax: 770-701.?511l 

The following information is a small sampling of the feedback and resistance to the deployment of FCC 
compliant E9-1-1 VolP across Vonage America. This information was gathered during verbal 
deployment interviews conducted via telephone. 

The primary categories of concern include, but are not limited to the following: 

(1) Confusion caused by lack of a standardized VolP deployment model and conflicting 
instruction from Local Exchange Carriers. 

I. 

II. 

... 
111. 

iv. 

V. 

Wi. 

vii . 

viii. 

ix. 

x. 

ILEC representative told PSAP that ILEC must be contacted for shell and 
ESN information. Was told by ILEC that this information was proprietary 
in nature and could not be released to VolP providers. 

PSAP states that everything relating to 91 1 must go through ILEC. 

PSAP states ESN is proprietary information and she was unable to 
release per ILEC representative. 

PSAP states Vonage must contact ILEC for the ESM, MSAG and 
selective router information. 

PSAP slates they must check with their ILEC representative before 
answering our questions. 

PSAP states they have talked to their ILEC and Intrado. They told him 
they weren't ready and PSAP would not provide any Wormation. His 
ILEC told him to hold off for now. 

ILEC told PSAP that Vonage didn't need ESN. Wants list of all Vonage 
phone numbers to load VolP ESN. 

Will use multiple Landline ESNs per PSAP, says we musg get ESN 
boundaries / shape files from SBC, 

PSAP told not to give info per ILEC representative. 

PSAP told by ILEC and Intrado to wait to provfde info until contract is 
signed in November. 



T E C H N O l O G Y  S E R V I C E S  

(2) Resistance to participating in VolP deployment without cost recoveryJsurcharge 
mechanisms in place. 

i. PSAP refused to provide shell or ESN. Wants calls routing to lodigit 
conditional routing number until he gets cos1 recovery. Believes VOlP 
calls will "clog" 91 1 system and needs all b e  money he can get to run his 
center. 

ii. PSAP contact refused to provide CRN, stating he was seeking legal 
advice. Is waiting to find out about receiving surcharges from Vonage. 

iii. PSAP refused ValP or ta provide any information because of Surcharge 
issue. PSAP stated he was advising ILEC to do the same until resolved. 

iv. PSAP upset because of no decision on funding. 

v. PSAP refused to give out any ESN or shell record data before surcharge 
issues have been worked out. 

vi. PSAP slated his view is that he doesn? want the VOIP customers who 
are not paying any fees to use trunks that are being paid tor by landline 
and wireless customers. He said that if for a reason, a VOIP 9-1-1 call 
comes in and he is out of capacity and another call for landline or 
wireless comes in, they will be dropped and he feels it is not fair service 
to the customers that are paying. 

vi. PSAP previously provided ESN, but has now changed mind. Stated 
cannot let VolP calls come in on landline or wireless trunks due to their 
funding. PSAP is not opposed to Vonage paying for separate trunks or 
lines. 

viii. PSAP stated that County refuses t~ take calls until Vonage pays 
surcharge. 

ix. PSAP stated he would not deploy VolP until the surcharge issues were 
resolved. He did say that he was willing to bring it up with his board at 
the next meeting to discuss the possibility of deploying while resolving 
surcharge, but for now they had decided "no". " 

x. PSAP stated they have the data, but can not release any information 
until surcharge issue is resolved. 

xi. PSAP stated that her PSAP is refusing to take our 9-1-1 calls until 
Vonage pays a surcharge. 



(3) Resistance to VolP technology or the Order. 

i. PSAP contact stated that due to the lack of liability immunity in their state 
for VolP 91 1, their County will not be taking VolP calls. 

ii. PSAP contact refused to provide any information. Stated that Vonage 
doesn't dictate what they will da as a PSAP. When toEd of the FCC 
rnandakd deadline, PSAP contact stated that wasn't her problem. 

iii. City stated that unless their center can receive the same level of 911 
service for VolP as they currently do with wireline and wireless E91 1 i.e. 
MSAG valid ALI, they will decline to receive VolP calls. 

iv. PSAP refused VolP Service. They received the Vonage Welcome Kit, 
but decided VolP E91 1 is not something they want in their area. 

v. PSAP staled they met with Vonage and ILEC and elected to "opt out of 
VolP. 

vi. PSAP contact unable to provide information. Stated county considers 
VolP a low priority. 

vii. PSAP stated on ? 1/16 that they will probably accept VolP calls, but no 
firm decision made yet. 

(4) Non-responsiveness to data-collection efforts 

i. It has been necessary in some cases to make repeated calls to PSAPs 
to gather data required for deployment. 54 PSAPs for which data 
remains outstanding required 5 or more calls per PSAP. Of these 54, 17 
required at least 10 calls, and 3 requiring over 20 attempts to make 
contact. 
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VolP PSAP Outreach Checklist 

~ 

PSAP Information 
PSAP N 
PSAP F 

YESINO 

General Outreach Infomation: 

F Date Information Provided -^I 

TCSNonage Interviewer 
Name and phone number of PSAP 
Contact 
Title of PSAP Contact: 
I 

~ 

,Welcome Kit: 

PSAP E911 Information: 

t 

PSAP MSAGlShell Record: (If not provided by the LEG) 

Date PSAP Provided VolP MSAGlShell 

been requested from LEC and 
confirmed created i vafe WAY confirms M ~ A C ~  [eager nas 

MSAE Information: , 
Shell House Number: 
Shell Street Name: 
Shelf Community: 
Shell State: 

Shell County: 

_I 

_. 

PSAP Shape File Information: 
YES I NO - 

Notes: 


